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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,D.C. 20554

)
In theMatterof )

)
RulesandRegulationsImplementing )
Minimum CustomerAccountRecord )
ExchangeObligationson All Local and )
InterexchangeCarriers )

)

CG DocketNo. 02-386

COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuantto Sections1.415and 1.419oftheCommission’srules, 47 C.F.R.

§~1.415, 1.419,AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) submitsthesecommentsin responseto the

Commission’sFurtherNoticeof ProposedRulemaking(“FNPRM”) in theabove-entitled

proceeding,which seekscommenton issuesrelatingto theexchangeofcustomeraccount

informationbetweenlocal exchangecarriers(“LECs”). In particular,theFNPRMasks

whetherLECs areexperiencingproblemswith theexchangeof customerinformation

betweenor amongLECs andCLECs andwhethermandatingtheexchangeofcustomer

accountinformationamongLECs andCLECswould reducetheproblemsidentifiedby

BellSouth.’ SeeFNPRM~J77. TheCommissionalsoseekscommentonwhat

informationis necessaryto ensurethe seamlesstransferof customers.Id. ¶ 78. Further,

theCommissionseekscommentbroadlyon theinterplaybetweenstaterulesthat have

SeeBellSouthExParte “Minimum Standardsfor Local-to-LocalCarrierChanges”,October28,

2004, filed in CG DocketNo. 02-386.



alreadyestablishedguidelinesfor end usermigrationandany federalrulesthe

Commissionmayadoptin this area. Id. ¶ 79. TheCommissionalsoaskstheindustry

whetherit shouldconsideradoptingstandardsfor timeliness.Id. ¶ 80. Finally, the

Commissionasksfor commentregardingwhat formatthe informationshouldbe

provided,includingwhetherto mandatetheexchangeof informationwithoutrequiring

theuseofspecificCARE codes.Id. ¶ 81 ~2

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

AT&T encouragestheCommissionto takeactionheresimilar to thattakenin its

recentadoptionofrulesrequiringtheexchangeof customeraccountinformationbetween

LECs andinterexchangecarriers(“IXC5”),3 in which it establishedmandatory,minimum

standardsgoverningtheexchangeof customeraccountinformationbetweenall LECsand

all IXCs. AT&T believesthis is goodpublic policy andis in thebest interestsofall

consumers.

In orderfor carriersto havetheinformationtheyneedto serveandbill customers

properly,theymusthaveaccessto abasiccoreofdataregardingeachaccountat orvery

soonafier theaccountis established.AT&T thuswholeheartedlysupportsthe

Commission’sefforts to adoptnationalinformationexchangerequirementsfor all LECs.

2 andRegulationsImplementingMinimumCustomerAccountRecordExchange

Obligationson All Local andInterexchangeCarriers, CG DocketNo. 02-386,Further
NoticeofProposedRulemaking,FCC05-29,releasedFebruary25, 2005 (“FNPRM “).

A summaryof theFNPRMwas publishedin theFederalRegisteron June1, 2005. See
70 Fed.Reg.31406.

~RulesandRegulationsImplementingMinimumCustomerAccountRecordExchange
Obligationson All Local andInterexchangeCarriers, CG DocketNo.02-386,Report& Order,
FCC05-29,releasedFebruary25, 2005 (“CARE Order”).
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Suchrequirementsarecritical in orderto ensurethat customerswhoswitch local service

providersexperiencea seamlessandtimely transitionto theircarrierofchoice.

Not surprisingly,asregulatorscreatedrulesto supportthe introductionof

competitionin localexchangemarkets,~theyfocusedtheirefforts on definingthe

relationshipbetweenincumbentlocalexchangecarriers(“ILECs”) andcompetitivelocal

exchangecarriers(“CLECs”). In thatcontext,they devotedspecialattentionto

guaranteeingthecreationof robustsystemsandrequirementsto facilitatethemovement

of customersfrom ILECsto CLECs. Unfortunately,exceptfor theapplicationoflocal

numberportability (“LNP”) obligationsto all facilities-basedcarriersandlocal service

freezes,little effortwasdedicatedto establishmentof rulesthat ensurethatthe

informationflows establishedfor customermigrationsfrom an ILEC to a CLEC were

alsoappliedto customermigrationsbetweenCLECsorfrom aCLEC to an ILEC. As a

result,todaycarriersmuststill rely on little morethanluck andthegoodwill oftheir

competitorsto ensurethatcustomerscanmakesuchchangestimely andpainlessly.

Clearly, this is unfairto bothcustomersandLECs. It doesnothingto supportthe

competitivemarketplaceandcustomerswill continueto be adverselyaffecteduntil all

LECs operateunderuniform rules. In addition,the introductionof numberportability for

wirelesscarriersandtheanticipationofotherchangesin theprovisionofvoice

communicationsandotherinformationserviceshavefurthercomplicatedthelandscape.

Seeinfra Section I.
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Whileboth theindustry4andstateregulators5haverecognizedthis problemand

begunto addressit, the appropriatesolutionlies in asingle,comprehensiveapproach.

Therefore,the Commission’sdecisionto examinetheseissuesholisticallyhereis

especiallyappropriate.AT&T stronglyencouragestheCommissionto establish

nationwiderequirementsthatwould requireall carriers,wherevertheydo business,to

providethetimely exchangeofaccurateinformationwhenacustomermigratesbetween

local serviceproviders. Theadoptionofcommonrequirementswill facilitatea smooth

andpredictableexchangeof customerinformationbetweenandamongall local service

providers,therebybridging asignificantgapin currentpracticeandenhancingthe

continueddevelopmentoflocal competition.Seeinfra SectionII.

“Alliance for TelecommunicationsIndustrySolutions,ATIS-0405300-000l,Local Service
Migration Guidelines,Issue1, developedby theATIS OrderingandBilling FunctionGroup,
OrderingandBilling Forum,October28, 2004.

~See,California: PetitionofVerizonCaliforniaInc. for a CommissionOrderInstituting
RulemakingtoAdopt, AmendorAppeala RegulationPursuanttoPublic Utilities CodeSection
1708.5in Order to EstablishRulesGoverningthe TransferofCustomersfrom Carriers Exiting
theLocal TelecommunicationsMarketplace,Petition02-05-014,filed May 3, 2002;Order
InstitutingRulemakingto EstablishRulesGoverningthe TransferofCustomersfrom Competitive
Local CarriersExiting the Local TelecommunicationsMarket,R. 03-06-020,June19, 2003.
Florida: Florida Public ServiceCommission,CompetitiveIssuesForum,End UserMigration.
Michigan: In theMatter ofAmeritechMichigan‘s Submissionon PerformanceMeasurements,
ReportingandBenchmarks,pursuantto theOctober2, 1998,Order in CaseNo. U-11654,Case
No. U-i 1830. NewHampshire: In theMatteroftheAdoptionofCLECto CLECMigration
Guidelines,DT 02-132. NewYork: Proceedingon Motionofthe Commissionto Examinethe
Migration ofCustomersBetweenLocal Carriers,Case00-C-0188,OrderAdoptingPhaseII
Guidelines(IssuedandEffectiveJune 14, 2002). Oregon: In the Matterofa Proposed
Rulemaking,Relatedto OpenNetworkArchitecture,to RepealRulesin Division 035ofChapter
860oftheOregonAdministrativeRulesandtoAdoptOAR860-032-0510,Relatedto Customer
ProprietaryNetworkInformation,andOAR860-032-0520, Relatedto CustomerServiceRecords,
OrderNo. 04-012,AR 469, enteredJanuary8, 2004. Texas: RulemakingRegardingCLEC-to-
CLECandCLEC-to-ILECMigration Guidelines,OrderAdoptingNew §26.131,approvedJuly
25, 2003. Washington: In theMatterofAmending,Adopting,andRepealingRulesin Chapter
480-120WAC, Chapter480-122WAC,andChapter480-80WAC,Relatingto
Telecommunications,DocketNo.UT-040015,GeneralOrderNo. R-516,OrderAmending,
AdoptingandRepealingRulesPermanently,issuedJanuary13, 2005.
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Further,AT&T believesthattheCommissionshouldadoptguidelinesthat

conformto thoseidentifiedandestablishedby theOrderingandBilling Forum(“OBF”)

oftheAllianceof TelecommunicationsIndustrySolutions(“ATIS”). AT&T believes

thattheyprovidean excellenttemplatefor theCommission’sconsiderationoftheissues

raisedin thisFNPRM Seeinfra SectionIII.

Finally, AT&T stronglysupportsthenotionthattimelinessrequirements,

althoughessentialto ensurethat customerrequestsareprocessedwithout unduedelay,

mustbe flexible enoughto recognizethatinformationmaybetransmittedthrougha

varietyof means,while providingenoughguidanceto ensuretheseamlesstransmission

of data. In thatregard,AT&T believestheexchangeofinformationcanbevastly

improvedif the Commissionfacilitatesthedevelopment,creationandmaintenanceof a

nationallist of LECs’ contactinformation(e.g.,a website).Today,thereis no single

sourcefrom whichcarrierscanlocateexistingLECs to determinetheprocessestheyuse

to exchangecustomerinformation. Commissionsupportof sucharesourcewould

enhancecarrierefficiencyandcustomersatisfaction. Seeinfra SectionIV.

ARGUMENT

I. THE LACK OF SPECIFIC INFORMATION EXCHANGE
REQUIREMENTS UNDULY COMPLICATES LEC-TO-LEC
MIGRATION PROCESSESAND CREATES CUSTOMER
DISSATISFACTION.

In thenineyearssincethepassageof theTelecommunicationsAct of 1996,

customers’ability to changelocal carriershasexpandedfrom anoption thatwasonly

availableto very largebusinesscustomers,who only consideredmakingchangesat the

endofmulti-yeartermcontracts,to an optionthat is availableto all customers,including

5



residentialcustomers,whoareableto changecarriersona moment’snotice. This has

greatlymagnifiedthenumberof local carrierchangesthatmustbe managedwithin a

shorttime frame. Thesemarket-basedchangeshavein turn resultedin manyofthesame

difficulties associatedwith accessto customeraccountinformationthattheCommission

addressedin theCAREOrder, whichadoptedminimumrequirementsfor exchanging

informationbetweenall LECs and all IXCs. Thus,thelackofnecessaryrequirements

hascausedcustomerswho changelocal carriersto encounterabnormaldelays,service

interruptions,cumbersomeprocedures,andtherisk ofbeing“slammed”6or “crammed.”7

Theseproblemsareparticularlytroublesomefor customerswhoseexpectationsregarding

carrierchangesarebasedon theirexperiencewith thewell-developedandlong-standing

processesfor changinglong distancecarriers.

As a providerof bothfacilities-basedserviceandnon-facilitiesbasedlocal

services,AT&T hasencounteredabroadarrayofproblemsin executingCLEC-to-CLEC

migrations. Theseproblemshavearisenboth in thecaseswhereanewcustomerchooses

AT&T ashis/herlocal carrierand in caseswherean existingAT&T customerdesiresto

movehis/herserviceto anewLEC. In additionto theundesirableimpactoncustomers,

the lackof uniformprocessesandprocedureshasgeneratedsignificantcostsfor AT&T

6 “Slamming” is theunauthorizedchangeofa customer’schosencarrier. Seee.g.

ImplementationofSubscriberCarrier SelectionChangesProvisionsofthe Telecommunications
Actof1996, SecondReportandOrderandFurtherNoticeofProposedRulemaking,14 FCCRcd
1508,¶ 1 (releasedDecember23, 1998).

~“Cramming” is theapplicationofchargesfor productsorservicesthat havenotbeen
specificallyauthorizedby thesubscriber. “Cramming”may includecontinuedbilling for services
oncea customerhaschosenanalternativeserviceprovider. Seee.g.LongDistanceDirect
ApparentLiability for Forfeiture,NoticeofApparentLiability for Forfeiture, 14 FCC Rcd 314,
¶ 1 (releasedDecember17, 1998).
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andcreatedconfusionin communicationsbetweencarriersandcustomers.AT&T’s

experiencethus supportsBellSouth’srecommendationthatthe Commissionadoptrules

thatprovideconsistentanduniversaloversightof LEC-to-LECmigrations. AT&T

believesanapproachincorporatingtheprinciplesestablishedby theCommissionin the

CAREOrder, whichestablishedmandatory,minimumstandardsgoverningtheexchange

ofinformationbetweenLECsand IXCs, would equallybenefitcustomerswho change

local carriers.

TheOrderingandBilling Forum(“OBF”) oftheAlliance of Telecommunications

IndustrySolutions(“ATIS”), is nationally recognizedas“hav[ing] theresponsibilityfor

thedevelopmentandmaintenanceoftheorderingandprovisioningprocesses.. .“ for the

industry.8 In its recentlydevelopedLocal ServiceMigration Guidelines,OBF

determinedthat servicemigrationrequirestheintegrationof severalprocessesbetween

multipleproviders. Theseprocessesinclude:

A. Exchangeof EndUserTransitionInformation;

B. Discounectionof Servicefrom theOld Local ServiceProvider;

C. OrderingandProvisioningofNew Service,IncludingthePorting of
TelephoneNumberasAppropriate;

D. DirectoryListing Management;

E. LongDistanceServiceCarrierNotification;

F. E91l Management

Theexactprocessusedto completethesestepsis dependenton themethodby

whichacustomer’scurrentserviceis beingprovidedby theOld Local ServiceProvider

8 ATIS/OBFLocal ServiceMigration Guidelines,supra.
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(“Old LSP”), themethodby whichtheNewLocal ServiceProvider(“New LSP”) will

provideservice,andwhethertheprovisionofeithertheold ornewserviceinvolvesa

separateNetworkServiceProvider(“NSP”).

In spiteof ageneralconsensusregardingthestepsneededto moveacustomer

from a CLECto anotherLEC,thefulfillment ofthesestepsis oftenfraughtwith

uncertainty.In orderto ensurethat acustomerwho is changingLECs receivesthe

correctservice,including all ofhis/herdesiredfeaturesandfunctions,it is essentialthat

theNewLSPobtaininformationfrom theOld LSPregardingtheservicescurrentlybeing

provided,alongwith specific informationaboutthemethodin whichthoseservicesare

provided. Unfortunately,in AT&T’s experience,eventhis first stepcancreate

significantconfusionanddelay. While theidentificationoftheOld LSP shouldbean

easytask,that is oftennot the case,andtheidentityof aprospectivecustomer’scurrent

serviceprovideris difficult to determine.AT&T hasmadesignificanteffortsover the

lastseveralyearsto reachout to otherCLECsin thisregard,andit hasattemptedto

maintainadatabaseofinformationfor its agentsto rely on in seekinginformationfrom

othercarriers. However,in spiteof theseefforts, it is not uncommonfor the customerto

identify acompanywith which AT&T hasno familiarity. SpinaDecl., ¶ u.9 This is

complicatedby thefactthat changingeconomicandregulatoryenvironmentshaveledto

avarietyof mergersandacquisitions,namechangesandtotal businessfailuresof some

CLECs.

~DeclarationofJoelSpina,DonnaOsborne-Miller,Adam K. Asbury,Noriko Wilsonand
KathrynLytle, datedJuly 18, 2005 (“SpinaDccl.”), AttachmentA hereto.
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As aresult,it is notuncommonfor AT&T employeesto haveto relyon popular

internetsearchenginesto completethefirst stepof themigrationprocess,i.e., the

identificationofanewcustomer’scurrentCLEC. While not animpossibletask,

employeesroutinelyspenda significantamountoftime sifting througha long list of

entriesretrievedin a Google©searchto determinewhich ofseveralcompanieswith

similarnamesis theone actuallyprovidingserviceto thecustomer.SpinaDccl., ¶ 11.

This is furthercomplicatedby thefact thatmanycustomersidentify a salesagentor

resellerwho merelyre-brandstheserviceofaCLEC or is usingservicespurchasedfrom

10an ILEC.

AlthoughmanyCLECs,includingAT&T, haveeasilyaccessiblewebsiteswith

specific informationregardingtheirproceduresfor requestingCustomerServiceRecords

(“CSR5”),” asignificantnumberof CLECseitherprovideno information,or makeit

extremelydifficult to accesssuchinformation. Provisioningagentsareoftenleft with no

otherchoicebut to embarkona“scavengerhunt,” startingwith acall to the toll-free

numberidentifiedasacustomerservicecontactandhopetheyareableto find someone

who is familiar with theCLEC’sprocessrequirementsfor requestinga CSR. While this

10 This is consistentwith theCommission’sfinding in theCAREOrderthat thespecificcustomer

dataneededto ensurethesmoothtransitionof customerserviceis notavailablefrom sources
otherthanthe customer’scurrentserviceprovider. SeeCAREOrder, ¶ 20.

~AT&T hastakengreatcareto properlysupportthemigrationofits customersto othercarriers,

including establishingeasyaccessto its ownprocessfor executinga CSRor LSRto porta
customer’stelephonenumberto anothercarrierthroughits website.SpinaDccl. ¶ 22. AT&T’s
CLEC-to-CLECmigrationprocessesfor BusinessandConsumerVoIP servicescanbe foundat
http:/7www.att.co~~/lpp/.AT&T’s CLEC-to-CLECmigrationprocessesfor Consumerservices
canbe foundat http://www.consumer.att.com/lnp.Someexamplesof otherCLEC websites
include Focal(BusinessRules): http://www.focal.com/cust_care/migration.htmland ICG
(BusinessRules): http://www.icgcomm.com/customer/lnn/lnp_migration.asp.
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methodallowsAT&T to ultimatelyaccesstheCSRin themajority of cases,this

approachtoo oftenresultsin a deadend,making it nearlyimpossibleto migratethe

customerwithoutcompromisingserviceandriskingserviceoutage. SpinaDecl.,¶ 18.

Theinability to accessacustomer’sCSRis particularlytroublesomewhenthe

Old LSPis not thecustomer’sNSP. Althoughmostcustomerscanidentify their current

LSP,manycustomersareunfamiliarwith the methodusedto provideservice. While

AT&T shouldbe ableto obtainthat informationfrom the CSR,whenit doesnot have

accessto theCSR,AT&T mustrely on othersources,including theNumberPortability

AdministrationCenter(“NPAC”)’2 andtheLocal ExchangeRoutingGuide (“LERG”) to

determinetheNSP. Thiscreatesadditional work for the newcarrier,onceagaincreating

apotentialdelayin theexecutionof thecustomer’sselectionof anewlocal carrier.13

But identifying thecustomer’scurrentLSPis only thefirst stepofthemigration

process.Thelack of mandatory,minimumstandardshasalsoenabledanumberofcarriers

to be lessthandiligent in fulfilling theotherrequirementsrequiredto promotecompetition.

Manycarrierssimply haveno definedprocessfor acceptingarequestfor aCSRor

12 AlthoughAT&T is ableto accessNPAC becauseit is a facilities-basedprovider, this resource

is not availableto carriersthatprovideservicethroughthe useof othercarriers’networks.

13 In anattemptto compensatefor the lack of minimum,mandatorystandardsfor the maintenance

andproductionof customerrecords,CLECsandILECs havedevelopedarrangementsto allow
NewLSPsto accessCSR-like informationfrom theILEC servingas a customer’sNSPthrough
liNE-P or resale. For example,BellSouthhasestablisheda processin which CLECsmay
authorizeothercarriersto accessBellSouth’srecordsin orderto determinethecustomer’sservice
andservicearrangement.While suchvoluntaryagreementshavefacilitatedtheaccurate
implementationof acustomer’schoiceof anewLEC in somecases,not all ILECs areableor
willing to provide asimilarprocess.Additionally, theinformationprovidedby theILEC maynot
conveythetotal pictureof the customer’sserviceconfiguration. Therefore,thesearrangements
arenot a sufficient substitutefor the establishmentofmandatoryminimumrequirementsfor all
carriers.
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respondingto sucharequest.Eventoday,AT&T agentsmakingsuchrequestsroutinely

getresistancefrom CLECs,rangingfrom unworkableCLEC-establishedintervalsfor

respondingto aCSRrequest(e.g., athirty-dayintervalwithout an optionto expedite),to

simplyignoringAT&T’s numerousrequests.SpinaDeci. ¶ 14. Evencarriersthathave

establishedreasonableresponseintervals,(e.g., 3-5 businessdays),oftenmiss,and

sometimestotally ignore,thoseintervals,with no recoursefor theirfailure to comply.

In addition,Old LSPsoften imposeimpermissiblerequirementson therequesting

carrier. UnderthetermsoftheCommission’sCustomerProprietaryNetwork

Information(“CPNI”) Rules,averbalauthorizationfrom acustomeris sufficientto

authorizeaCSRretrieval. In its CPNI Order,’4 theCommissionheldthat although§ 222

of the 1996TelecommunicationsAct (the“Act”)15 doesnot requirecarriersto provide

CPNI accessto a competingcarrierthathad“won” the customerwithout thecustomer’s

affirmative writtenrequest,§ 222(c)(1)doesnot prohibit acarrierfrom disclosingCPNI

uponacustomer“approval.” TheCPNI Order heldthatLECs maybe requiredto

disclosea customerservicerecordupontheoral approvalofa customerto acompeting

carrieraspartof theLEC’s obligationsunder§sS 25l(c)(3) and(c)(4) of theAct,16 stating

~ ofthe TelecommunicationsActof1996, TelecommunicationCarriers Useof

CustomerProprietaryNetworkInformationandOtherCustomerInformationandNon-
AccountingSafeguardsofSections271 and272, SecondReportandOrderandFurtherNoticeof
ProposedRulemaking, 13 FCCRcd8061,para.84 (releasedFebruary26, 1998)(“CPNI
Order”). Unrelatedprovisionsclarified in Implementationofthe TelecommunicationsActof
1996, TelecommunicationsCarriers’ Use ofCustomerProprietaryNetworkInformationand
OtherCustomerInformation, Order, 13 FCCRcd 12390(releasedMay 21, 1998).

15 See47 U.S.C. § 222.

16 CPNI Order, ¶~J84-85andsee47 U.S.C.§ 251.
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that a carrier’sfailure to discloseCPNI in thesecircumstancescouldconstitutean

unreasonablepracticeunder§201(b).’7

In spiteoftheseclearrequirements,somecarriersrequiretheproductionof a

LetterofAuthorization(“LOA”), occasionallyevendemandingaspecificformatfor the

letteror requiringthe LOA to be on thecustomer’sletterhead.Although notas common,

AT&T hasalsoencounteredsituationsin whicha customer’scurrentLSPintentionally

deniesaccessto the CSRin orderto blockthecustomer’sattemptto changelocal

carriers. SpinaDecl. ¶ 15. 18 Seealso BuchanonDecl.’9

For example,AT&T encounteredmajorroadblockswhenit triedto migrateanew

customer’sservicefrom aCLECandestablishthecustomer’slocal servicewith AT&T.

Theorderwasrejectednumeroustimesby the CLEC. Eachtimethereasonwas

different. First, theorderto releasetheCSRwasrefusedwithoutproofofanLOA.

BuchanonDeci. ¶ 8. Next, theorderwasrejectedciting thefactthat AT&T’s request

failed to identify thecustomer’sproperbilling telephonenumber(“BTN”). Buchanon

Dccl. ¶~J9, 10. Then,evenafterthecustomerprovidedthecorrectBTN, therequestwas

rejectedbecausetheCLEC insistedthat theCSRcouldonly be releasedto thecustomer

17 Id., at ¶ 85 andsee47 U.S.C. § 201(b). This holding wasreaffirmedin Implementationofthe

TelecommunicationsActof1996, TelecommunicationsCarriers’ Use ofCustomerProprietary
NetworkInformationand OtherCustomerInformationandNon-AccountingSafeguardsof
Sections271 and272, Orderon ReconsiderationandPetitionsfor Forbearance,14 FCC Rcd,
14,409,¶~J86-92 (releasedSeptember3, 1999)(“CPNIReconOrder’).

18 In thepast,industrygroupsandstateregulatorshaveconsideredproposalsfor theestablishment

ofa national,line level databasefor themaintenanceofCSRs. While sucha databasewould

clearlyprovidea comprehensivesolution,thecostof sucha systemwould be prohibitive.
19 Declarationof SandraButler Buchanonand DeniseDecker,datedJuly 18, 2005 (“Buchanon

Deci.”),AttachmentB hereto.
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andrequiredan “in person”consentto releasetheCSR. BuchanonDccl. ¶ 12. Anxious

to move its local telephoneserviceto AT&T, thecustomermet with the CLEC’s

representativeandduringthatvisit theCLEC’s representativeattemptedto “win back”

thecustomer.BuchanonDccl. ¶ 13.

And thechallengesdo not evenstoponcetheNew LSPgainsaccessto aCSR.

Thecurrentlackof mandatory,minimumrequirementsoftenmeansthat evenif theNew

LSPobtainsaCSRfrom theOld LSP,thequalityor formatof thedocumentis sopooras

to makeit useless.SpinaDccl. ¶ 16.20 While notroutine,AT&T hasalsoreceivedCSRs

thatareillegible eitherbecausethecopyhasbeendegradedby a seriesof fax

transmissions,orbecausethedocumentproducedis no morethan aninformal notationof

acustomer’sservicearrangements.BuchanonDccl. ¶ 14.

Not surprisingly,AT&T hasfoundsimilar barriersto requestingtheportof a

customertelephonenumberthroughaLocal ServiceRequest(“LSR”) to theNSP. While

manycarriershavewell-documentedprocessesconsistentwith thestandardsrecently

promulgatedby ATIS/OBF, othercarriersprovideno guidanceon theformatfor anLSR.

As aresult,identificationoftheproperformator methodfor sendingtheLSR is often

discoveredonly afteraperiodoftrial anderror. In a classic“Catch-22,”thesedelayscan

be soextendedthattheoriginal orderis cancelledor consideredstalebeforeAT&T is

ableto effectuateit. SpinaDccl. ¶ 20. Seealso BuchanonDccl. ¶ 15. Equallyas

problematicis thefact thatsomecarriersdo not haveor do not follow theirownstandard

interval for respondingto AT&T’s LSR, not infrequentlyrespondingonly aftera seriesof

20 Forexample,oftenthe Old LSP doesnotmaintaindatain a mannerthat canbe easilyvalidated

againstthe informationmaintainedby theOld NSPthatwill beprocessingtheorder.
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escalationsbyAT&T. Thesecircumstancesresultin unpredictabledelaysandhigh levels

ofcustomerdissatisfaction.

Ontheflip side, in spiteofAT&T’s own practiceto provideeasyaccessto its

ownprocessesfor executingarequestfor aCSRor LSRto porta customer’stelephone

numberto anothercarrier,aswell astheestablishmentofreasonableintervalsfor

respondingto suchrequests,AT&T hasalsoencounteredsituationswhereothercarriers

migratedacustomerwithoutpropernoticeto AT&T. In caseswhereAT&T is both the

LSP andtheNSp,AT&T hasexperiencedsituationsin whichanotherfacilities-based

carrierhasportedcustomernumbersfrom AT&T without submittinganLSR. This

practiceis clearlycontraryto industryguidelines.2’ However,theprocessestablishedby

NPAC to ensurenewcarriersareableto fulfill a customer’schoicefor a newLEC

enablesa non-compliantcarrierto portnumberswithout first coordinatingwith theOld

NSP. In suchSituations,eventhoughthecustomer’snumbersmight beportedandthe

customermay beginreceivingdial tonefrom thenewcarrier,AT&T is unawareof the

needto modify existingbilling arrangementsordirectorylistings,creatingthe potential

for customerdissatisfactionanddisputes.Evenmoretroublesome,without anLSR,

AT&T is unawa~coftheneedto unlockthe customer’s911 databaserecordto ensurethat

thisvital databaseaccuratelyreflectsthecustomer’sNSP. SpinaDccl. ¶ 24.22

21 . . . . . . .North Amermca~NumberingCouncil,FunctionalRequirementsSpecification,NPAC, Service
ManagementSYStem(SMS),Release3.3.Od,June22, 2005.

22 This problembecomesmoreprevalentwith theintroductionofalternativevoiceservicessuch

asVoIP.
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Finally, while ATIS/OBFhasestablishedclearguidelinesfor timely line loss

notificationsto theOld LSP,23thoseguidelinesarenot alwaysfollowed. This is

particularlytrue where,dueto thecircumstancesofthecustomer’sservice,neitherthe

New LSPnor theNSPneedtheaffirmative cooperationoftheOld LSPin orderto

migrateservice.24As aresult,theOld LSPis oftenunableto maketimely changesin a

mannerthatwould preventdoublebilling. This in turn may resultin thefailureto

providethe line lossnotificationsto theOld LSP,which almostalwaysresultsin

customerdissatisfaction.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH NATIONAL
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION
NEEDED TO FACILITATE LEC-TO-LEC MIGRATION.

Thenewrulesimplementingminimumcustomeraccountrecordsexchange

obligationsfor all LECsandIXCs in the CAREOrder representsan importantstepthat

replacesavoluntaryindustryprotocolwith aspecific setofcarrierobligationsto

exchangecustomerinformation. While notmandatingtheformatormediumof transfer

of information, therulesprovideclearguidanceto ensurethetimely exchangeof

completeandaccurateinformation. In this FNPRM,theCommissionis seekingto

determineif the existingpatchworkof industryguidelines,stateregulationandvoluntary

cooperationis sufficientto ensurethereis appropriateinformationexchangebetween

23 ATIS/OBFLocal ServiceMigration Guidelines,supra. UnderOBF guidelines,the
responsibilityfor providing LLN dependson the end user’sparticularservicearrangement,but
generallyfalls to theOld NSP.

24 Thesecircumstancesgenerallyoccurwhenthecustomeris beingservedby theOld LSP/ILEC

eitherthroughresaleor liNEs, andtheNew LSP is eitherthe ILEC or anotherCLEC using the

ILEC ‘5 network to provideservice.
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local carriersto allow consumersto efficiently andeffectivelychangetheir localcarrier.

As discussedabove,theclearansweris, “No”. Accordingly,AT&T stronglysupportsthe

adoptionof rulesthat requireall carriersto providefor thetimely exchangeofaccurate

informationandfacilitatetheestablishmentof consistent,workableproceduresto further

competitionby allowing for seamlesscustomermigrations.

As athresholdmatter,anumberof stateshaveaddressedLEC-to-LECmigration

rules. Unfortunately,despitethesesignificantefforts, theadoptionofstate-by-state

processeshasprovenvery burdensomefor CLECsandgenerallyhasnot resultedin

significantlybetterresultsfor eithercustomersor carriers.

Forexample,althoughtheNew York CLEC-to-CLECrulesweredevelopedover

a two-yearperiodtheystill havesignificantlimitations. TheNewYork guidelinesare

Verizon-regionspecific,andtheyarcnotdesignedto recognizeotherprotocolsor

systemsfor otherILEC regionsor carriers. Moreover,theNew York guidelinesdo not

follow processesdefinedin the industry’sLocal ServiceOrderingGuidelines(“LSOG”).

TheNew York datarequirementswerebasedon LSOGVersion4 businessrules,but the

OBF industryguidelinesarenowup to LSOGVersion10. LaterLSOGversionscontain

manyindustry-definedsolutionsthataddressbusinessneedsthathavebecomeevident

sinceLSOGVersion4 wastheindustrystandard.Anotherproblematicaspectof the

New York rulesis that theyareinconsistentwith NorthAmericanNumberingCouncil

(“NANC”) standardsfor certainscenarios,includingsomerelatingto numberportability.

For example,theNew York rulesadoptaprotocolthatrequirestheNew LSPto issuethe
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port-outorder. However,theNANC andindustrystandardssupporta protocolthat

placestheresponsibilityfor issuanceoftheport outLSR on theNewNSP.25

Similarly, theNew York rulesfail to recognizethereal-- andmoresignificantly --

reasonablelimitations of CLECs. TherulesrequireCLECsto moveto a standard4-hour

interval to producea CSR.26 However,manyCLECslacktheautomatedsystemsand

interfacesto meetsuchadeadline.While in aperfectworld suchan intervalmight be

desirable,the investmentneededto meetthis standardwould likely underminetheviability

of manyCLECs. In fact, the goalsof timely migrationandcustomersatisfactiondo not

necessarilyrequire suchastringenttime frame. Instead,theyrequirethat carriershave

timely, predictableandrelativelyconsistentmethodsto accessaccurateandusable

information. Thesegoalscouldbewell metwith moregeneralstandards,suchasthose

25 Therehasbeena consistentdebateon this issuethroughoutthestateproceedingsthat have

consideredthe adoptionofLEC-to-LEC migrationprocessesandrequirementsfor coordination
amongthevariousinvolved carriers. ILECs havegenerallyarguedthat thesoleresponsibilityfor
coordinationshouldreston theNew LSP,while CLECsbelievethispracticeis logistically not
feasible. Forexample,in thecaseof a CLEC-to-CLECmigrationin whicheachCLEC is using a
LINE loop providedby theILEC, theILEC needsto removeandreplacecross-connectsin its
centralofficeto implementthecarrierchange.Given that theCLECscannotmakechangeson
theILEC’s sideof thenetwork,absolvingtheILEC ofresponsibilityfor reasonablecoordination
is tantamountto adoptinga processthat is guaranteedto resultin routineserviceoutages.
26NewYork EndUserMigration Guidelines,CLEC to CLEC,PhaseII, IV. Exchanging

CustomerServiceInformation,F. Timing. (“CSR/CSItiming guidelinesrecommendedby this
collaborativehavebeenadoptedby the Commissionin its OrderModifyingExistingand
EstablishingAdditionalInter-Carrier ServiceQuality Guidelinesissuedon October29, 2001 in
Case97-C-0139. Thesetiming intervalsnotedbeloware applicableto residentialandbusiness(5
linesor less)CSRrequests.Upon issuanceofthe Guidelines,80% ofrequestedCSRsmustbe
providedwithin 48 hours. Sixmonthslater 80%mustbe issuedwithin 24 hours.Six monthslater
80% mustbe issuedthe sameday~frequestedbynoon or bynoon the nextday~frequestedafter
noon.An additional24hourswouldbe allowedfor a oneyearperiodfor CSRsrequiring
extensiveresearch“.)
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adoptedby theCommissionin theCAREOrder, whichrequirescarriersto provide

notification promptlyandprocesswithout delay.27

Otherstates,includingFlorida,New Hampshire,Oregon,PennsylvaniaandTexas

haveattemptedto addresstheseconcernsby adoptingrequirementsthat theyhave

determinedarebettersuitedto meettheunderlyinggoalsfor LEC-to-LECmigration

within eachstate. Thesestates’efforts,while laudable,haveneverthelessbecome

problematicbecauseof theirinconsistencies.As aresult,carrierssuchasAT&T that

offer local servicein anumberof statesmaybe forcedto developdisparatesystemsand

incurunnecessarilyduplicativeexpensesto adhereto thevariousguidelinesimposedby

thehandfulof statesthathaveaddressedLEC-to-LECmigrations.

Moreover,thereare manyadvantagesto anationalapproach.First, thesimplicity

of asingle setof LEC-to-LEC migrationguidelineswouldprovideagoodfoundationto

supportaprocessthat couldbe widely implementedandeffective. In this regard,the

frameworkestablishedby theCommissionin theCAREOrder providesausefulroadmap

for bringingbettercommunicationandcooperationto carriers’currentpractices.Second,

thestate-by-stateprocesshasresultedin significantinvestmentsoftime andresources,

buthasprovidedlittle in thewayofactualreliefto customersor carriers. Third, a

nationalprotocolwould ensurethat carriersservingmorethanonestatewould nothave

multiple, differentmigrationprocesseswith which to comply. The combinationofthe

reducedburdenandclearmandatorystandardswould effectivelyremedythecurrent

27 ~ CFR§ 64.4004(“Timelinessofrequirednot?Jlcations.Carrierssubjectto therequirements

ofthis sectionshall providethe requirednotificationspromptlyandwithout unreasonabledelay.”)
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mismatchofrulesandpracticesthathaveconsistentlyfrustratedcustomers,carriersand

regulators.

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH SPECIFIC GUIDELINES
FOR THE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION TO ENSURE
COORDINATION OF ACTIVITIES BETWEEN ALL LECS TO
IMPROVE CUSTOMERS’ EXPERIENCE AND PROVIDE FOR
SEAMLESS AND TIMELY MIGRATIONS.

TheOBF’s effort to identify andestablishspecificguidelinesfor theexchangeof

customerinformationbetweenLECs hasresultedin thebestandmostworkable

processesto ensureseamlessandtimely migrationoflocal customers,andprovidesan

excellenttemplatefor theCommission’sconsiderationof theissuesraisedin this

FNPRM. Recognizingthatthe introductionoflocal servicecompetitionincreasedthe

numberofwaysthat anLSPcanprovideserviceto thecustomer,OBF hasbalancedthe

needsofcarriersandcustomersin settingguidelines. As aresult,theOBF guidelines

recognizethewide variancein carriers’systemsand capabilities.Therefore,insteadof

imposingan operationalframeworkthatmanycarrierswould be unableto meetwithout

uneconomicinvestment,theOBF guidelinesfocuson theunderlyinginformationneeded

for seamlesscustomertransition,andthemostefficientandpracticalmethodsfor the

exchangeofthat information. Therefore,AT&T recommendsthat the Commissionrely

on theOBF’s conclusionsto establishtheneededguidelinesfor theexchangeof customer

informationbetweenLECs.

A. ~ç~angc of EndUserTransitionInformation.

Themigrationofa local customerbeginswith contactbetweenthecustomerand

aNewLSP,initiated eitherby thecustomeror theLEC. Onceit is establishedthat the
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customeris interestedin changinglocal carriers,theLEC mustconfirm thetypeand

extentof thecustomer’scurrentservice. While customersgenerallyareableto provide

basicinformation,including theinformationcontainedon theircurrenttelephonebill,28

thenewlocal carriertypically needsmoreinformation. In orderto guaranteethat the

customer’snewserviceproperlymirrors existingserviceandin orderfor thenewlocal

carrierto be ableto determineif it might offer alternativeservicesthat bettermeetthe

customer’sneeds,it is essentialthatthecarrierbe ableto confirmthecustomer’scurrent

services,which canonly be doneby reviewingtheCSRmaintainedby thecurrentLSP.

In addition,areviewoftheCSRis an importantstepto minimize errorsin LSRstheNew

LSPmustultimatelysubmit.

In orderto facilitatethe informationsharingprocess,theOBF guidelinesprovide

thattheNewLSP’s requestfor CSRshouldincludethefollowing information: the

customer’stelephonenumber(s);an indicationoftheenduser’sauthorizationto review

theCSR;29 thenameof therequestingLEC; thedesiredmethodofresponsefrom theOld

LSP; thedateandtimetherequestwassent;an indicationasto whethertheExchange

CarrierCircuit Identification(“ECCKT”) is requested;andan indicationasto whether

directorylisting informationis requested.3°

28 Customers’uncertaintyregardingtheexactservicesprovidedby their existingcarriersis not

limited to lesssophisticatedresidentialor smallbusinesscustomers.The complexityof service
arrangementsfor largercustomersoftenresultsin evengreatercustomeruncertainty,creatingthe
potentialfor moresignificantandservice-affectingproblemsif thosearrangementsarenot
thoroughlydisclosedbeforemigration.

29 CPNI Order, supra.;47 CFR64.2007.

30 ATIS/OBFGuidelines,supra,Guideline 8.
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TheOBFhasalso determinedthatresponsesto a requestfor a CSRmustbe in an

easy-to-readformatand, ataminimum,mustinclude:

~cpunt Level Information

o Billing TelephoneNumber;
o Completeservicenameandaddress(including floor, suite,unit

etc.);
o Completebilling nameandaddress(whererequiredby State

regulatoryguidelines);
o Directorylisting informationincludingaddress,listing type, etc.

whenrequested.

Ljrie Level Information

o Workingtelephonenumber(s);
o Currentpreferredinterexchangecarrierfor interandintraLATA

tolls including freezestatus;
o Local servicefreezestatus;
o All verticalfeatures(e.g.,customcalling,hunting,etc.)
o Options(e.g., Lifeline, 900blocking, toll blocking, remotecall

forwarding,off-premiseextension,etc.)
o Serviceconfigurationinformation(e.g.,resale,UNE-P,unbundled

loop);
o Identificationofany serviceson theenduser’sline (e.g.,line

splitting, internetservices,etc.)
o ECCKTwith associatedtelephonenumberwhenavailableand

eligible for reuse.

In additionto customeraccountinformation,theremaybe a needto obtain

networkinformationin orderto completea customer’smigration. Thus, carriersshould

be requiredto shareall networkspecific informationofatechnicalnaturethat is

necessaryfor a Successfulmigration,includingthecircuit identificationandanyother

informationessentialto allow for thereuseof facilitiesprovidedby theNSP.

B. Disconnectionof Servicefrom theOld LSP.

TheOBF’ sanalysisalsoconfirmsthat it is essentialfor theCommissionto

establishanobligationto provideproperandtimely notificationof line loss. Current
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processesestablishedin LSOG guidelinessetforth specificresponsibilitiesfor theNSP.

Underthe guidelines,whentheOld NSPandtheOld LSParenot thesamecompany

(i.e.,whenboththeOld LSPandtheNew LSPprovidelocal servicesthroughresaleor

UNEs) theswitch (“NSP-Switch”)is notified of lossof serviceby eithertheNewLSP or

theNewNSP-Switchthroughuseofan LSR. TheNSPis thenresponsiblefor providing

atimely notification to theOld LSP, who in turncanmaketheappropriatemodifications

to its systemsto discontinuebilling. WhentheOld NSPandOld LSParethesame

company,theLSRreceivedby theOld NSPwill serveasthenotification thatthe

customerhasmigrated.

C. QL~ringandProvisioningofNewService,including thePorting~f
I~i~p~honcNumbers,asAppropriate.

Theorderingandprovisioningofthe customer’sservicewith theNew LSP

requiresacoordinationofkeyfunctionsamongtheNew LSP,theOld LSP,theDirectory

ServiceProvider (“DSP”), thecustomer’scurrentIXC, thenewIXC (if changingIXC5)

and,to theextentserviceis currentlyprovidedorwill beprovidedon thenetworkof

carrierotherthantheLSP,theNSP(s)for boththeNSP-Switchandloop (NSP-loop).31

Whenamigrationinvolvesanumberport,themigrationfurtherinvolvescoordination

betweentheNSP(s)andtheNPAC. AT&T supportsthedetailedbreakdownsof the

exactscenario-specificresponsibilitiesof eachcarriersetforth in theOBF guidelines

becausetheyprovideaclearexplanationofeachcarrier’sresponsibility.

31 In thecasewherethe customerhasadditionaldataservices,thecoordinationis alsoextendedto

theDataProvider(s).
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While thespecific functionsandappropriateresponsibilityfor thosefunctions

dependon thecircumstancesof eachcustomermigrationscenario,it is worthwhileto

notethattherearecertainobligationsthatapply in all cases. Forexample,theNew LSP

shouldbe responsiblefor negotiatingservicesandfeatureswith thecustomerand

obtainingappropriatecustomerauthorizationsfor accessingtheCSRandissuingthe

orderto migrateservice. In addition,all carriersshouldberequiredto establishand

maintainawebsitecontainingspecific informationon thecompany’sproceduresfor CSR

requestsandthesubmissionof LSRs. Additionally, eachcarriershouldmaintaina

contactlist andanescalationlist for customermigrations. At aminimum, this list must

includea contactfor operationsissuesandacontactfor escalationlpolicyissues.

It is also importantto clarify theongoingresponsibilityof theNSPin those

circumstanceswheretheOld and/orNewLSPprovideretail servicethroughtheuseof

theILEC’s facilities. In anumberofstateproceedings,regulatorshaveconsidered,and

in thecaseofNew York adopted,recommendationsfrom ILEC NSPsthatthe sole

responsibilityfor thecoordinationrequiredto migrateacustomershouldrestwith the

NewLSP. While atfirst blush thisrecommendationmayhavesomeappeal,in thecase

whereone orbothof theLSPsinvolved in themigration rely on thenetworkof another

carrier,theremovaloftheNSPfrom theequationis notonly inefficient, it is likely to

resultin servicedisruptionandcustomerdissatisfaction.This is trueregardlessof

whethertheNSP providesall of theservice,e.g.,throughresale,ortheNSPprovides

only onepartof thenetwork(e.g.,the loop) neededto providelocal service.

Forexample,in thecaseof amigrationbetweentwo LSPsthat bothrely on the

uscof anunbundledloop to provideservice,theNSP alonehastheaccessneededto
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removeandreplacecross-connectsin its centraloffice that arcnecessaryto effectuatethe

carrierchange.Therefore,it would be illogical to relievetheNSPfrom joint

responsibilityfor thecoordinationofthis work. Additionally, in thecaseofamigration

requiringnumberporting, theNANC standardsfor numberportingrequiretheNewNSP

to issuetheport-outlocalservicerequestto theOld NSP.32

D. i~Ii~ctoryListing Management.

Directorylisting informationshouldbesubmittedby theNewLSPto theDSP

usingan LSR. TheDSP is theentity thatreceivesandimplementstheLSP’s directory

servicesrequirementsfor thecustomer(e.g., white pageand/oryellowpagelistings). If

theOld LSPis a facility-basedprovideranddirectorylisting migrationcapabilitiesare

notavailablefrom theDSP,theOld LSPshouldremovethecustomer’slisting(s)whenit

receivesanLSR to migratelocal service.

E. L~iigj)istanceServiceCarrierNotification.

Uponthe completionofall necessarystepsto migrateacustomer’slocalservice,

carriersshould alsobedirectedto completethepropernotificationby theLEC to the

customer’sIXC. Applicationof therulesfor dataexchangebetweenLECsandIXCs in

the CAREOrder nowprovide clearexpectationsfor all carriersandwould be

complementedby theadoptionofstandardsfor theexchangeof informationbetween

LECs.

32 See,n. 22, SUp/-a.
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F. E911 Management.

Mandatory,minimum standardsarcalsoessentialto thepropertransitionofE911

servicein migrationsinvolving achangein NSPs. Unlike theNPAC protocolfor local

numberportability, which givesthenewLEC the ability to portatelephonenumber

without concurrencefrom theold LEC, theprotocolestablishedfor the E911 databases33

prohibitsanewLEC from accessingtheE911 databaseor submittingchangesto the

databaseunlesstheold LEChasaffirmatively“unlocked” thecustomer’sE91 1 record.

Oncetherecordis unlocked,thenewLEC is ableto confirmtheaccuracyofthecustomer’s

locationinformationandmodify therecordto reflect its statusastheNewNSP. Oncethe

NewNSPtakesresponsibilityfor therecord,therecordis re-lockedto maintainits

integrity. ThisprocessrequirescoordinationbetweentheNewandOld NSP,requiringthe

Old NSPto unlocktheE911 recordin atimelymanner.Theadoptionof specificstandards

for theexchangeofinformationwill preventthecircumstancewherea customer’s

number(s)is portedandthecustomerbeginsreceivingdial tone from thenewNSP, but the

Old NSP,unawareoftheactiontakenby theNew NSP,maintainsthecustomer’sE911

record,thuspreventingtheappropriateupdatingofthecustomer’sE9 11 databaserecordto

ensurethatthis vital databaseaccuratelyreflectsthe customer’sNSP. SpinaDccl. ¶ ~

33NationalEmergencyNumberAssociationDataStandardsfor Local ExchangeCarriers, ALl
ServiceProviders& 9-1-1Jurisdictions,Issue3, November9, 2004. The E911 databasesare
alsoreferredto asthe ‘AutomatedNumberIdentification’ and‘AutomatedLocation
Identification’ databases.Thesedatabasescontaininformationon thecaller’stelephonenumber,
locationandalso identify thecaller’s NSP.

~“ Thisproblem becomesmoreprevalentwith the introductionofalternativevoiceservicessuch
asVoIP.
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ENSURETHE CREATION AND
MAINTENANCE OF A NATIONAL LIST OF LOCAL EXCHANGE
CARRIERS’ CONTACT INFORMATION.

CreationofCommissionrulesthat identify thespecificinformationthatmustbe

maintainedandexchangedbetweenLECsto supportthe local customers’migrations will

go a long waytowardimprovingtheLEC-to-LECmigrationprocess,enhancingcarrier

efficiencyandcustomersatisfaction.As describedabove,AT&T is confidentthatthe

adoptionofmandatory,minimumrequirementsin a fashionconsistentwith theapproach

thisCommissionusedin establishingstandardsfor theexchangeofcustomeraccount

informationbetweenall LECs andall IXCs will providea significantimprovementover

currentpractices,andwill likely remedymanyoftheproblemsidentifiedby bothAT&T

andothercarriers.As theCommissionnotedin theCAREOrder:

[O]nce carriers’ respectiveobligationswith respectto specifictransactionsare
clearlydelineatedandmademandatory,regulatorswill be betterableto determine
theresponsibilityof individual carriersin connectionwith particularbilling
disputesandto ascertainat whichpoint(s) in atransactioninvolving two or more
carriersthe processhasgoneawry.35

Therefore,AT&T doesnot recommendthat theCommissionestablishspecific

timeframesfor responses,orspecificmetricsorperformancestandardsat this time.

However,AT&T believesthatthe Commissionshouldtakeoneadditionalstepin

establishingspecificinformationexchangerequirementsfor local migrations. As AT&T

haslearnedfrom hardexperience,afundamentalhurdleto ensuringseamlessandtimely

LEC-to-LECmigrationsthat carriershaveno single sourcefrom whichto locateexisting

LECs or to determinetheprocessestheyuseto exchangeinformation. Althoughpublicly

availableinternetsearchenginesprovidesomehelp, SpinaDccl. ¶ 11, theyarcfar from

~ CAREOrder, ¶17.
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an effectiveorefficientmethodto obtainthis information. As aresult,AT&T strongly

recommendsthat theCommissionfacilitatethedevelopment,andsupportthecontinued

updating,ofasingleresource,(e.g., awcbsite)thatwould allowcarrierseasyaccessto

theessentialinformationtheyneedto obtainCSRsandsubmitLNP requests.

Notably,AT&T is not suggestingthattheCommissionrequirethedevelopmentof

asophisticatedandcomprehensiveinfrastructureto enablereal-timeaccessto all carriers

andtheircustomerservicerecords. Rather,AT&T only proposesuseof afairly simple,

relatively “low tech”solutionthatwould involve a singlewcbsitethatrequiresall CLECs

to list somesimpleinformationandthat allows acarrierto searchall LECsby nameand

state.Eachcarrier’slisting shouldconsistofthefollowing informationthatNew LSPs

needto beginthe migrationprocess:(i) thecarrier’snameandbasicidentifying

information,including thestates(or smallerareas)wherethecarrierprovideslocal

service;(ii) generalinformationon themethodsthecarrierusesto provideservice

(e.g.,facilities-based;resaleorUNE from anothercarrier,etc.);and(iii) aspecific

contactpersonfor questionsregardingaccessto CSRsandsubmissionof LNP requests.

Additionally, eachentryshouldprovidealink to a websitcmaintainedby thecarrierthat

containsspecific informationaboutthecarrier’sprocessesfor CSRaccessand

submissionofLSRs. Sucharesourcewouldcreateareasonablestartingpoint to support

efficientLEC-to-LECmigrationandalsomaintaincarriers’ability to retainflexibility

(includingtheability to minimizecosts)to determinethe formatandinformation

exchangemediumthatbestsuitsits business.
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CONCLUSION

For all of thereasonsstatedabove,the Commissionshouldestablishmandatory

minimumstandardsgoverningtheexchangeof customeraccountinformationbetweenall

local exchangecarriersasdescribedabove.

Respectfullysubmitted,

AT&T CORP.

By: /s/ MarthaLewis Marcus
LeonardJ. Cali
LawrenceJ. Lafaro
MarthaLewis Marcus
OneAT&T Way
Room3A225
Bedminster,NJ 07921
(908) 532-1841

July 18, 2005
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Attachment A



Beforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

)
In the Matterof )

)
RulesandRegulationsImplementing )
Minimum CustomerAccountRecord )
ExchangeObligationson All Local and )
InterexchangeCarriers )

CO DocketNo.02-386

PECLARATION OF JOEL SPINA, DONNA 0SBORNE-MILLER~
ADAM K. ASBURY, NORIKO WILSON AND KATHRYN LYTLE

1. My nameis JoelSpina. My businessaddressis 250S. Clinton Street,

4
ih Floor, Syracuse,New York. I havebeenemployedby AT&T in anumberof

capacitiessince1993. For thelast four andone-halfyearsI havebeenresponsiblefor

developingandsupportingAT&T’s BusinessLocal Service’send-to-endprocessesfor

CompetitiveLocal ExchangeCarrier(“CLEC”) porting, includingaccessto AT&T

CustomerServiceRecords(“CSRs”) andAT&T’s port-in andport-outfunctions. In

conjunctionwith theseresponsibilitiesI havereviewedandimplementedguidelinesand

rulespromulgatedin individual stateproceedingson LEC-to-LEC migration,and

supportedAT&T’s participationin the OrderingandBilling Forum’sconsiderationand

developmentof LEC-to-LECmigrationprocesses.

2. My nameis DonnaOsborne-Miller. My businessaddressis 1331 Iris

Circle, Broomfield,Colorado. I havebeenemployedby AT&T in a numberof capacities

since1983, includingpositionsin customercare, provisioningandsuppliermanagement.



SinceOctoberof 2004,I havebeenemployedas aSeniorSpecialistin AT&T’s Global

AccessManagement.My currentresponsibilitiesincludeoversightof supplier

maintenanceandprovisioningperformance.Additionally, I supportAT&T local

provisioningcentersby servingasthe primarypoint of contactbetweenAT&T andthe

CLEC communityregardingcustomermigrationandCLEC port-outprocessesand

businessrules. In this capacity,I regularlycontactCLECsto seekinformationregarding

accessto CSRsandidentifying individualCLEC migrationandport-outprocesses.

3. My nameis AdamK. Asbury. My businessaddressis 7630S.Chester

Street,Englewood,Colorado.I havebeenemployedby AT&T for six and one-halfyears.

I amcurrentlyemployedasasubjectmatterexpertprovidinglocalprovisioningsupport

for LEC interfacesandmigrationfor AT&T servicesprovidedin the Verizonand

BellSouthserviceterritories. My responsibilitiesincludeassistingin provisioningservice

for customersmoving from aCLEC to AT&T, including thedocumentationof migration

processinformationfrom CLECsandtraining of AT&T employees.

4. My nameis Noriko Wilson. My businessaddressis 4130 S.Market Ct,,

Sacramento,California. I havebeenemployedby AT&T forten years. SinceMarch

2000, 1 havebeenemployedasa subjectmatterexpertproviding localprovisioning

supportfor LEC interfacesandmigrationfor AT&T servicesprovidedin theSBC,Qwest

andVerizon-West(formerGTE) serviceterritories. My responsibilitiesincludeassisting

in provisioning servicefor customersmovingfrom aCLEC to AT&T, including the

documentationQf migrationprocessinformationfrom CLECsandtraining of AT&T

employees.
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5. My nameis Kathryn Lytle. My businessaddressis 2800Century

Parkway,6th Floor, Atlanta,Georgia30345, I havebeenemployedby AT&T for

seventeenyears. SinceMarch2001,1 havebeenemployedas aQuality andProcess

SystemAnalyst. My responsibilitiesincludeservingas the primarypointof contact

betweenLocal ServiceAccessManagementteam(LSAM) andADL orderingand

provisioningcentersregardingcustomermigrations,LEC interfacesandCLEC port-out

businessrules andprocesses.I am alsoresponsiblefor documentingtheorderingand

LEC interfaceprocessesof CLECSforthelocal orderingwork center,performingquality

checksof issuedordersandhelping to restorecustomerout of serviceconditionsthrough

completionto ensurecustomersatisfaction.

6. Thepurposeof thisdeclarationis to providebackgroundon AT&T’s

experienceover thepastseveralyearsin migratingcustomersbetweenAT&T andother

CLECs,andto identify anumberof problemsAT&T hasencounteredthathaveresulted

in delays,serviceoutages,billing disputesandcustomerdissatisfactionassociatedwith

the implementationof customers’choicesfor local carriers.

7. AT&T provideslocal serviceto businessandenterprisecustomersin

numerousmarketsthroughouttheUnitedStates. In general,AT&T providesfacilities-

basedlocal serviceeitherusingits own networkfacilities, or wherenecessary,a

combinationof its own facilities andthe facilities of othercarriers,primarily incumbent

local exchangecompanies(“ILECs”).1

AT&T’s currentlocal network includesswitchesandoutsideplant (includingboth backbone

network fiber optic rings andaccessto specific buildingsandcustomers)in 85 MSAs nationally.
AT&T alsousesits “Class4” long distanceswitchesto providelocal servicethrough its AT&T

(footnotecontinuedfrom previouspage)
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8. In the caseof customersmovingto AT&T from theILECs, AT&T relies

on thetermsandconditionsof InterconnectionAgreements(“ICAs”) establishedunder

the termsof the TelecommunicationsAct of 1996 (“Act”), andapprovedby the

appropriatestateregulatoryagency.Thoseagreementsestablishtheprocessesfor AT&T

to accesscustomerserviceinformationandsendLocal ServiceRequests(“LSRs”) for the

portingof telephonenumbersfrom the ILEC’s switch to theAT&T switch. These

processesweredevelopedin conformancewith industryguidelinesandstandards,

includingguidelinesestablishedby theOrderingandBilling Forum(“OBF”) of the

Allianceof TelecommunicationsIndustryStandards(“ATIS”). In addition,the

procedurescontainedin theseagreementsaredesignedto coordinatewith theprocedures

establishedby thenationalNumberPortabilityAdministrationCenter(“NPAC”) to

facilitatenumberportabilityasrequiredby the Act.

9. A significantpercentageof customersmoving to AT&T local serviceare

servedby otherCompetitiveLocal ExchangeCarriers(“CLECs”). Dueto the large

numberof CLECsin eachstate,andthe varietyof servingarrangementsusedby those

firms to provideserviceto their customers,AT&T hasnot enteredinto formal

interconnectionagreementswith otherCLECs. AT&T hasmadesignificanteffortsover

the lastseveral yearsto reachout to otherCLECsandhasattemptedto maintaina data

(footnotecontinuedon nextpage)

Digital Link (“ADL”) product. ADL, however,is not a standalonelocal productbut ratherone
that allowsAT&T longdistancecustomersto addlocal voicetraffic to theirdedicatedfacilities
thathandlevoiceanddatatransmission.This permitscustomersto maximizeefficiencyby using
thesametrunks for local, intraLATA, long distanceandinternationalcalls. Customersthat
subscribeto ADL. servicemust useDS-l or higherlevel facilities andmustalsoemploy
sophisticatedCLE on their premises.
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baseof informationfor its employeesto rely uponin seekingCSRsfrom othercarriers.

In spiteof theseefforts,AT&T is unableto gaina familiarity with everycarrierin every

state. Therefore,for customersmovingto AT&T local servicefrom CLECs,AT&T most

oftenmustattemptto identify theCLEC involvedandthenseekout the informationand

processesregardingits specificprocessesfor obtainingaccessto customerrecord

informationandits proceduresfor orderingnumberporting.

10. The first stepin facilitating themigrationof a customer’slocal serviceto

AT&T is to confirmthe customer’scurrentservice,includingtelephonenumbers,service

arrangementsandfeatureswith the customer’scurrentcarrier. Throughthe termsof

AT&T’s ICAs with JLECsandtheestablishmentof electronicinterfacesbetweenAT&T

andthe ILECs, AT&T is generallyableto obtainreal-timeaccessto ILEC CSRs. As a

result,AT&T is ableto confirmthe customer’sservicearrangementsandaccurately

submitaLSR to portthe customer’stelephonenumbersto AT&T.

11. Forcustomersservedby CLECs,AT&T mustfirst identify thecustomer’s

carrier. Not infrequently,aprospectivecustomer’scurrentserviceprovider,is not

immediatelyevident. In thosecases,AT&T mustoftenusecreativemethodsto identify

the carrieranddeterminehow to communicatewith thosecarriers. It is not uncommon

for AT&T employeesto rely on popularinternetsearchenginesto try and identify a

CLEC. While not an impossibletask,employeesroutinelyspendasignificantamountof

timesifting througha longlist of entriesretrievedin aGoogle©searchtrying to identify

thecarriercurrentlyprovidingserviceto the customer.

12. ManyCLECshaveeasilyaccessiblewebsiteswith specificinformation

regardingtheproceduresfor requestingCSRs.However,asignificantnumberof CLECs,
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including CLECs witheasilyaccessiblewebsites,eitherprovideno information,or make

accessingthat informationextremelydifficult. In thosecases,the AT&T employeemust

embarkon a “scavengerhunt,” to seekout the appropriatepersonnelat the CLECwho

arebothableandwilling to provideinformation. In manycases,AT&T provisioning

agentsarerequiredto makenumerouscalls,oftenstartingwith the numberidentified for

CLEC customersto use,justto identify someonefamiliar with the CLEC’s processesand

requirements.

13. Evenafterthe contactpersonat aparticularCLEC is identified,

cooperationis not assured.Although not routine,AT&T employeeshaveencountered

difficulty gettingspecific information,includingCLEC employeesrefusingto provide

informationto AT&T aboutprocessesfor requestingCSRsor submittingLSRs,until

AT&T initiated escalationswith managers.

14. In addition,manycarrierssimplyhaveno definedprocessfor acceptinga

requestfor aCSRor respondingto sucha request.AT&T routinelygetsresistancefrom

suchCLECs, rangingfrom unworkableCLEC-establishedintervalsfor respondingto a

requestfor a CSR (e.g., athirty-dayintervalwithout an optionto expedite),to simply

ignoringAT&T’s requests,evenif sentnumeroustimes. Evenearnerswho have

establishedreasonableresponseintervalsoftenmissor evenignore thoseintervalswith

no recoursefor AT&T.

15. Anotherproblemis that somecarriersimposeimpermissiblerequirements

on AT&T. For example,somecarriersrequirethe productionof aLetterof

Authorization (“LOA”), occasionallyevendetailingtheformatof theletteror requiring

the LOA to be on thecustomer’sletterhead.Althoughnot as conimnon,AT&T has
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encounteredsituationsin which acustomer’scurrentlocal serviceprovider intentionally

deniesaccessto the CSRin orderto block thecustomer’sattemptto changelocal

carriers.

16. Unfortunately,evenafterAT&T obtainsacustomer’sCSR,the qualityor

format of the documentis sometimessopooras to makeit impossibleto decipherthe

neededinformation. Often,AT&T is unableto identify the customer’stelephone

numbers,the methodby whichthe customeris being served,or thefeaturesthe customer

is using. This is particularlyproblematic,sinceAT&T cannotsubmitLSRsto portnew

customers’telephonenumberswithout accurateinformationthat matchesthe information

maintainedby the customer’scurrentNetworkServiceProvider(“NSF’).

17. AT&T hasalsoencounteredcircumstancesin whichthe customer’s

currentproviderindicatesthat it simplydoesnot maintaincustomerrecordsthat include

the informationnecessaryto ensureaseamlesscustomermigration.

18. AT&T’s inability to obtainCSRsandidentify aparticularCLEC’s

processesfor migrationcreatessignificantbarriersto its ability to timely fulfill

customers’migrationordersin amannerthatmeetstheir needsandexpectations.And it

is notablethatwhenAT&T is forcedto usealternativeinformationsourcesto establish

thecustomer’sservicearrangementsandsubmitport orders,thereis asignificantly

higherlikelihood of serviceoutages,billing errorsanddisputesandoverall customer

dissatisfaction.

19. AT&T hasfoundsimilarbarriersin requeststo portcustomertelephone

numbersthroughan LSRsubmittedto thecustomer’scurrentNSP. Whilemanycarriers

havewell-documentedprocessesthat areconsistentwith the standardsrecently
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promulgatedbyATIS/OBF, othercarriersprovideno guidanceon theformatfor the

necessaryLSR.

20. As aresult,AT&T sometimescanonly discovertheproperformat or

methodfor sendingthe LSR after aprolongedperiodof trial anderror. In aclassic

“Catch22,” thesedelayscanbesoextendedthatthe originalorder is cancelledor

considered“stale”before AT&T caneffectuateit.

21. Also problematicis the situationin which carriersdo not have(or do not

follow) their ownstandardintervalsforrespondingto AT&T’s LSRs,oftenonly

respondingaftera seriesof escalationsby AT&T. Thesecircumstancesresult in

unpredictabledelaysandhighlevelsof customerdissatisfaction.

22. Thelackadaisicalapproachof manyCLECsto providing informationto

assistin themigrationof customersto otherprovidersis alsoequallyapparentin some

carriers’ practicesformovingAT&T customersto their service.

23. AT&T hastakengreatcareto properlysupportthemigrationof its

customersto othercarriers,includingestablishingeasywebsiteaccessto its own

processesfor obtainingCSRsor issuingLSRsto port acustomer’stelephonenumbers.

In spiteof this easyaccess,othercarrierseitherignoreor refuseto usethoseprocedures,

insteadsendingrequestswithout the informationspecifiedby AT&T or throughmeans

otherthanthoseestablishedby AT&T. Suchrequestsmakeit difficult for AT&T to

providea timely responseto requests,andon occasion,resultin a requestbeinglost.

24. Evenmoreproblematicaresituationsin which carriershavetakenaction

to migrate the customerwithoutobtainingcustomerserviceinformationor without

propernoticethat theyhaveported customers’numbers.This is clearlycontraryto
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industryguidelines.2However,the portingprocessestablishedby NPAC enablesanon-

compliantcarrierto portnumberswithoutfirst coordinatingtheportwith theOld NSP.

In thesesituations,althoughthe customer’snumbersmight beported,andthecustomer

maybeginreceivingdial tonefrom the newcarrier,AT&T is unawarethatit mustmodify

its existingbilling arrangementsand/ordirectorylistings,creatingthepotentialfor

customerdissatisfactionanddisputes.Evenmoretroublesome,without anLSR, AT&T

is unawareof the needto unlockthecustomer’s911 databaserecordto ensurethatthis

vital databaseaccuratelyreflectsthecustomer’sNSP.3

25. The adoptionof nationalmandatoryminimumrequirementsfor the

exchangeofcustomerserviceinformationbetweenall LECs will facilitatethe smooth

migrationof customers,therebybridginga significantgapin currentpracticeand

enhancingthe continueddevelopmentoflocal competition.

2 North American Numbering Council, Functional RequirementsSpecification, Number

PortabilityAdministrationCenter(NPAC), ServiceManagementSystem(SMS), Release3.3.Od,
June22,2005.

~The problembecomesmoreprevalentwith the introductionof alternativevoiceservices,such as
VolP.
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Beforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,D.C. 20554

)
In theMatterof )

)
RulesandRegulationsImplementing )
Minimum CustomerAccountRecord ) CG DocketNo. 02-386
ExchangeObligationson All Local and )
lnterexchangeCarriers )

)

DECLARATION OF SANDRA BUTLER BUCHANON
AND DENISE DECKER

1. My nameis SandraButlerBuchanon.My businessaddressis

412Mt. KembleAvenue,Morristown, NewJersey. I amemployedasRegionalSales

Managerby ACC Business,anAT&T “doing businessas” saleschannelsellingAT&T

local andlong distanceservices.In my role as RegionalSalesManager,I overseethe

saleof AT&T productsby approximately1000 contractedagents.I havebeenemployed

by AT&T in a varietyof positionsfor approximately21 years,including 16 yearsas a

managerand 11 yearsin salesmanagement.

2. My nameis DeniseDecker. My businessaddressis 412 Mt. Kemble

Avenue,Morristown,New Jersey. I am employedas anAgentManagerby ACC

Business.In my role as AgentManager,I supportanoutsideagentteamto assistin the

salesandprovisioningof AT&T Businesslocal andlongdistanceservices. I havebeen

employedby AT&T for approximatelyeight andone-halfyears,in both customerand

salessupport.



3. As partof ourresponsibilities,we providesupportto AT&T outsidesales

agentsto ensurethat theproperarrangementsaremadeto moveanewcustomer’sservice

from thecustomer’sformercarrierandestablishthe customer’slocal servicewith AT&T.

4. The purposeof this declarationis to describedifficulties AT&T has

experiencedin trying to migratecustomersto AT&T local servicefrom other

CompetitiveLocal ExchangeCarriers(“CLECs”), andin particular,arecentextreme

experiencein movinga customerto AT&T’ s local service.

5. WehavereviewedtheDeclarationof JoelSpina,Donna-OsbourneMiller,

AdamL. Asbury,Noriko M. WilsonandKathrynLytle, datedJuly 18, 2005,filed in

supportof AT&T’ s Commentsin this proceeding(“SpinaDecl.”) andconcurthat it

accuratelydescribesdifficulties wehaveencounteredin assistingin the migrationof

customersto AT&T from otherCLECs.

6. In April. 2005,an authorizedAT&T agentsold a businesscustomer,

locatedin New Jersey,AT&T local PrimePlex’service. Underthe termsof the contract,

AT&T agreedto providethecustomerwith T-1 basedservice,including servicefor

20 telephonenumbers.

7. On April 11, 2005,AT&T submitteda requestfor the CustomerService

Record(“CSR”) to the customer’sexistingLocal ServiceProvider,Cooperative

Communications(“Cooperative”)of Lyndhurst,New Jersey.Uponinformationand

belief,Cooperativeprovideslocal servicein NewJerseyandPennsylvaniausinga

combinationof its ownnetworkandservicespurchasedfrom Verizon.

AT&T PrimePlexis aTl digital trunkingservicethatintegratesthe voice,video andswitched

datacapabilitiesof ISDNPRI (IntegratedSwitchedDigital NetworkPrimaryRateInterface)
technologyover the sameplatform.
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8. CooperativerejectedAT&T’s initial request,refusingto releasethe CSR

withoutproofof aLetterof Authorization(“LOA”) from thecustomer.

9. Although not legally requiredto providetheLOA, AT&T compliedwith

Cooperative’sdemandin orderto facilitatethe customer’smigration. Nevertheless,

CooperativeonceagainrejectedAT&T’s request,citing the fact thatAT&T’s request

failed to identify theproperbilling telephonenumber(“BTN”) for thecustomer’s

account.

10. Uponreceivingthe rejection,AT&T, throughits saleagent,contactedthe

customerto determinethe correctBTN. ThecustomercontactedCooperativebut was

unableto obtain specificinformationidentifying the BTN. Insteadthecustomerwas

advisedto referto Cooperative’sbilling statementfor the BTN. As aresult,the customer

providedAT&T with a copyof Cooperative’sbilling statement.

11. During thefollowing threeweeks,AT&T submittednumerousadditional

requestsfor the CSR,identifyingeachof the customer’stelephonenumbersthatcould

possiblybethe BTN. Eachsuccessiverequestwas rejectedby Cooperative.

12. Unableto obtainanyclarifying informationfrom Cooperative,AT&T’s

saleagentencouragedthecustomerto escalatethe issuewith Cooperative. At thattime,

AT&T was told thatCooperativewould only releasethe CSRif it receivedan “in person”

consentfrom the customer.Further,AT&T learnedthat Cooperativehadcontactedthe

customerandscheduledanappointmentto meetwith the customerandobtainthe consent

to releasethe CSR.
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13. Anxious to moveits local telephoneserviceto AT&T, thecustomermet

with a Cooperativerepresentativeto executeanew LOA andobtainCooperative’sCSR.

At thattime, Cooperative’srepresentativeattemptedto “win back”the customer.

14. OnJune6, 2005,almosttwo monthsafterAT&T’s original request.

Cooperativefaxeda documentit identified as theCSRto AT&T. The document

consistedof an unreadableand indecipherable3 pagespreadsheetwith unexplained

redactionsandillegible handwrittennotes.

15. While theCSRdid not indicatedthearrangementCooperativeusedto

provideserviceto the customer,AT&T reliedon othermethodsto determinethatwhile

Cooperativeis the customer’sLocal ServiceProvider,Verizonis thecustomer’sNetwork

ServiceProvider.As of today,AT&T hasnot beenableto obtaintheinformationneeded

to submitan accurateLocal ServiceRequestto Verizon to initiate themigration.

Therefore,the customerhasnot beenableto moveits local serviceto AT&T.
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Verification

I declareunder thepenaltyofperjurythattheforegoingis trueandcorrect.

SandraButler I3uchanon

July 18,2005

JUL-14-2005 fl-U 15:07 TEL:9085321281 NAfIE:AT&T LEGAL P.
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Verification

I declareunderthepenaltyof perjurythat the foregoingis trueandcorrect.

Dc ~seDecker

July 18, 2005



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersignedherebycertifiesthatacopyof the foregoingCommentsof

AT&T Corp. wasservedby thenotedmethods,the 18thdayof July2005 on the

following:

Is! Hagi Asfaw
Hagi Asfaw

MarleneH. Dortch
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
445 12thStreet,S.W.
RoomTW-A-325
Washington,D.C. 20554
(By Electronic Filing)

BestCopyandPrinting, Inc.
FederalCommunicationsCommission
445 12thStreet,S.W.
RoomCY-B402
Washington,D.C. 20554
fcc@bcpiweb.com
(By Electronic Mail)


